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A SHORTENED STATUTORY PERIOD FOR REPLY IS SET TO EXPIRE 3 MONTH(S) FROM 
THE MAILING DATE OF THIS COMMUNICATION. 

- Extensions of time may be available under the provisions of 37 CFR 1 .1 36(a). In no event, however, may a reply be timely filed 
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3) D Since this application is in condition for allowance except for formal matters, prosecution as to the merits is 

closed in accordance with the practice under Ex parte Quayle, 1 935 CD. 11, 453 O.G. 21 3. 
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DETAILED ACTION 
Continued Examination Under 37 CFR 1.114 

A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, 
including the fee set forth in 37 CFR 1.17(e), was filed in this 
application after final rejection. Since this application is 
eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, and the 
fee set forth in 37 CFR 1.17(e) has been timely paid, the 
finality of the previous Office action has been withdrawn 
pursuant to 37 CFR 1.114. Applicant's submission filed on June 
16, 2003 as Paper No. 6 has been entered. 

Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1-4, 6-9, 11, 
13-16, 18-20, 22-27, and 29-32 have been considered but are moot 
in view of the new ground (s) of rejection. 

Claim Rejections Using Hughes as a Base Reference 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC §102 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs 
of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the basis for the rejections under 
this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published 
under section 122(b), by another filed in the United States before the 
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invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent granted on an 
application for patent by another filed in the United States before the 
invention by the applicant for patent, except that an international 
application filed under the treaty defined in section 351(a) shall have the 
effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the 
United States only if the international application designated the United 
States and was published under Article 21(2) of such treaty in the English 
language . 

Claims 1, 4, 6, 11, 13, 16, 18, 24, 27, and 29 are rejected 
under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by U.S. Patent No. 
6,453,020 Bl to Hughes et al. ("Hughes"), of record. 

With respect to claim 11 , see the following the paragraphs 
for details on how Hughes anticipates particular limitations 
within the claim. 

The limitation "receiving user voice input at a user system 
directly from the user" reads on Fig. 4, step 640 where the 
user's voice input is received at the voice activity detector 
(VAD) 135 within the digital trunk processor (DTP) 135. The DTP 
135 is a user system because the DTP 135 is a "system" that 
supports a telephonic interface to plural telephone "users". 
The input is also received "directly from the user" via an 
interceding communications medium (telephone network 110) . 



The limitation "processing the received user voice input at 
the user system, based on two or more of noise cancellation, 
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echo-cancellation or end-pointing" reads on Hues as follows. 
The DTP 135 (user system) includes VAD 124 and echo canceller 
126. The VAD 124 processes the user voice input by 
discriminating the presence of voice energy as opposed to noise 
(i.e., noise cancellation) (col. 8, lines 7-24). The echo 
canceller 126 processes the user voice input based on echo 
cancellation (col. 8, lines 26-37). 

The limitation "where the processed voice is in a format 
capable of being outputted over a speaker" reads on the 
digitizing of the voice signal (col. 6, lines 1-11) . Digital 
voice would be in a format capable of being outputted over a 
speaker consistent with applicant's specification (page 5, lines 
1-5) . 

The limitation "sending the processed user voice input to a 
server over a network" reads on Fig. 2, Fig. 4, step 660, and 
col. 4, lines 34-40 where the processed user voice input (at DTP 
135) is sent to voice recognition server 300 over local area 
network 250. 



The limitation "performing speech recognition processing of 
the sent... processed user voice input at the server" reads on 
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Fig. 2, Fig. 4, step 670 where speech recognition is performed 
at the recognition server 300. 



The limitation "performing a function at the server based 
on the performed speech recognition" reads on col. 9, lines 45- 
56. 

Claim 1 differs substantively claim 11 in that claim 1 is 
recited more broadly than claim 11. Therefore, see the claim 1 
rejection for further details. 



Claim 13 differs substantively from claim 11 in that claim 
13 recites a system that performs functions equivalent to the 
method steps of claim 11. Therefore, see the claim 11 rejection 
for additional details. Further, claim 13 recites named system 
components that read on Fig. 1 of Hughes as follows: "a 
microphone" reads on telephone network 110 which inherently 
includes a telephone which in turn inherently includes a 
microphone for the telephone; "a processor configured to perform 
front-end voice processing" reads on DTP 130; "a communication 
component configured to send" reads on DVT client 410; "a 
communication component configured to receive" reads on DVT 
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server 420; "a processor configured to complete voice 
processing" reads on Record B 320 or 425. 



Claim 24 differs substantively from claim 11 in that claim 
24 recites a means that performs functions equivalent to the 
method steps of claim 11. Therefore, see the claim 11 for 
further details. 

With respect to claims 4 ,6, 16, 18, 27, and 29 , see the 
claim 11 rejection above for further details where the voice 
activity detection and echo cancellation functions require 
sampling. 



Claim Rejections Using Jacobs as a Base Reference 

Claims 1, 11, 13, and 24 are rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by U.S. Patent No. 5,956,683 
to Jacobs et al. ("Jacobs"), of record. 



With respect to claim 11 , see the following the paragraphs 
for details on how Jacobs anticipates particular limitations 
within the claim. 
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The limitation "receiving user voice input at a user system 
directly from the user" reads on the Fig. 5 and col. 9, lines 6- 
8 where user voice input is received at portable telephone 100 
(user system) . The user input is received directly from the 
user at the local mobile telephone (Fig. 2) . 



The limitation "processing the received user voice input at 
the user system, based on two or more of noise cancellation, 
echo-cancellation or end-pointing" reads on Jacobs as follows. 
Local voice processing of the received voice is performed at the 
telephone (user system) in order to extract voice features 
(Figs. 5 and col. 9, lines 8-20) . The local voice processing 
analysis includes feature analysis based upon noise cancellation 
(col. 7, lines 1-8) and word decoding (Fig. 5, local word 
decoder 106) . Word decoding requires end-pointing in order to 
determine the beginning and end points of each word decoded from 
a string of input speech signals. 



The limitation "where the processed voice is in a format 
capable of being outputted over a speaker" reads on the 
processed voice signals being in digital format (col. 5, lines 
22-43) which is a format capable of being outputted over a 
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speaker consistent with applicant's specification (page 5, lines 
1-5) . 



The limitation "sending the processed user voice input to a 
server over a network" reads on Fig. 5, and col. 9, lines 8-20 
where the processed voice input is sent to central 
communications center 110 (server) over the telephone network. 



The limitation "completing voice processing of the sent 
front-end processed user voice input at the server" reads on 
col. 9, lines 8-20 where voice processing is completed at the 
central communications center 110 (server) . 



The limitation "performing speech recognition processing of 
the sent... processed user voice input at the server" reads on 
col. 5, lines 44-56 where the central communication center 
(sever) "performs the functions of amplification, modulation, 
and coding of the action signal" which is based on the completed 
voice processing as discussed above. 



Claim 1 differs substantively claim 11 in that claim 1 is 
recited more broadly than claim 11. Therefore, see the claim 1 
rejection for further details. 
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Claim 13 differs substantively from claim 11 in that claim 
13 recites a system that performs functions equivalent to the 
method steps of claim 11. Therefore, see the claim 11 rejection 
for additional details. Further, claim 13 recites named system 
components that read on Fig. 2 of Jacobs as follows: "a 
microphone" reads on microphone 20; "a processor configured to 
perform front-end voice processing" reads on feature extraction 
element 22 which "processes" the received user voice input in 
the front end; "a communication component configured to send" 
reads on transmitter 24; "a communication component configured 
to receive" reads on receiver 46; "a processor configured to 
complete voice processing" reads on word decoder 4 8 which 
further "processes" the processed user voice input in order to 
generate an action signal as discussed above. 

Claim 24 differs substantively from claim 11 in that claim 
24 recites a means that performs functions equivalent to the 
method steps of claim 11. Therefore, see the claim 11 for 
further details. 



Application/Control Number: 10/059,905 
Art Unit: 2645 



Page 10 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which 
forms the basis for all obviousness rejections set forth in this 
Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically 
disclosed or described as set forth in section 102 of this title, if the 
differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior 
art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at 
the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the 
art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be 
negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

This application currently names joint inventors. In 
considering patentability of the claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), 
the examiner presumes that the subject matter of the various 
claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered 
therein were made absent any evidence to the contrary. 
Applicant is advised of the obligation under 37 CFR 1.56 to 
point out the inventor and invention dates of each claim that 
was not commonly owned at the time a later invention was made in 
order for the examiner to consider the applicability of 35 
U.S.C. 103(c) and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) prior 
art under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 



Claims 3, 15, and 26 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Jacobs as applied to claims 1, 13, and 
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24 above, and further in view of U.S. Patent No. 5,371,901 to 
Reed et al . ("Reed"), of record. 

Although Jacobs teaches of a mobile telephone as discussed 
above, Jacobs fails to disclose that the mobile telephone is 
used in a "vehicle". 



However, Jacobs teaches of a mobile telephone, remote voice 
recognition system (abstract and Fig. 1) implemented in a 
vehicle (col. 2, lines 33-46) . 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
add a vehicle as taught by the mobile telephone, remote voice 
recognition system of Reed to the mobile telephone, remote voice 
recognition system of Jacobs. 

The suggestion/motivation for doing so would have been to 
increase user-friendliness, flexibility, versatility and 
mobility by allowing the user to use the cellular telephone in a 
vehicle, as would have been notoriously well known in the art. 
In addition, safety would have been increased because the voice- 
operated, mobile telephone disclosed by Jacobs would have 
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allowed to user to drive the car while minimizing manual and 
distracting interaction with the telephone. 



Claims 7-9 and 30-32 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Jacobs as applied to claims 1 and 24 
above, and further in view of U.S. Patent No. 5,539,810 to 
Kennedy, III et al . ("Kennedy"), of record. 



Although Jacobs discloses that processed user voice input 
is sent to the server, Jacobs fails to disclose: 1) "receiving 
user system status information", 2) sending the status 
information and processed voice information "based on 
transmission requirements", 3) where the status information and 
voice information is "interspersed [in] distinct transmission 
packets", and 4) where the status information is sent when "no 
user voice is received." 



However, Kennedy teaches of a mobile telephone system that 
supports data messaging in order to perform remote monitoring 
(Figs. 1, 7, and col. 1, lines 60-67, and col. 6, line 62 - col. 
7, line 44). Specifically, the mobile telephone 216: 1) 
receives global positioning satellite (GPS) data 272 and other 
status information 274 and 276, 2) sends the status information 
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(col. 7, lines 45-67) and voice information "based on unoccupied 
sections of the digital bit stream" (transmission requirements) 
(col. 5, lines 47-57), 3) where the status information and. voice 
are interspersed by using the cellular digital packet data 
(CDPD) protocol (distinct transmission packets) (col. 5, lines 
47-57) . Because the status information is "interspersed" with 
voice (supra) and because the status information is sent during 
"unoccupied sections" of the bit stream (supra), the status 
information would be 4) sent when "no user voice is received" at 
the mobile telephone. 



Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
add the mobile telephone that 1) receives status information, 2) 
sends the information and voice based upon transmission 
requirements, 3) intersperses the information with voice in 
distinct transmission packets, and 4) when no user voice is 
received as taught by the mobile telephone system of Kennedy to 
the mobile telephone system disclosed by Jacobs. 

The suggestion/motivation for doing so would have been to 
increase the accuracy, versatility, and flexibility of 
monitoring systems by transferring data over a mobile telephone 
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system in order to monitor mobile people and vehicles (Kennedy, 
col. 1, lines 26-40) . Further, the use of data messaging in 
mobile systems would have been recognized in the art of mobile 
communications as "mobile data messaging" (Kennedy, col. 1, 
lines 24-26) . Finally, the efficiency of mobile data messaging 
would have been increased by conserving bandwidth by 
transmitting the data during "unoccupied sections of the digital 
bit stream" and interspersed with voice (Kennedy, col. 5, lines 
47-55) . 



Claim Rejections Using Moore as a Base Reference 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

Claims 1, 2/ 4, 6, 11, 13, 14, 16, 25, 27, and 29 are 
rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over U.S. 
Patent 6,125,284 to Moore et al. ("Moore"), of record, in view 
of U.S. Patent No. 5,649,055 to Gupta et al. ("Gupta"), of 
record. 

i 

. With respect to claim 11 , see the following the paragraphs 
for details on how Moore discloses particular limitations within 
the claim. 



i 



Application/Control Number: 10/059,905 Page 15 

Art Unit: 2645 

The limitation "receiving user voice input at a user system 
directly from the user" reads on the abstract and Fig. 1 where 
user voice input is received directly at the mobile handset 1 
(user system) . 



The limitation "processing the received user voice input at 
the user system, based on two or more of noise cancellation..." 
reads on Moore as follows. Voice processing of the received 
voice is performed at the handset (user system) (Fig. 4 and col. 
2, lines 28-33) . The voice processing includes noise 
cancellation (col. 4, lines 66 and 67) . 



The limitation "where the processed voice is in a format 
capable of being outputted over a speaker" reads on the 
processed voice signals being in digital format (Fig. 4) which 
is a format capable of being outputted over a speaker consistent 
with applicant's specification (page 5, lines 1-5). 

The limitation "sending the processed user voice input to a 
server over a network" reads on Fig. 1 and col. 2, lines 28-40 
where the processed voice input is sent to central platform 5 
(server) over the telephone networks 3 and 4. 

i 

i 
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The limitation "performing speech recognition processing of 
the sent front-end processed user voice input at the server" 
reads on col. 2, lines 28-40 where the "speech recognition 
process ... [is] ... completed in at remote central server." 

The limitation "performing a function at the server based 
on the performed speech recognition" reads on col. 2, lines 50- 
53. 

Although Moore teaches that the processing of the user 
voice input includes noise cancellation, Moore fails to disclose 
that the processing includes one of echo-cancellation or end 
pointing. However, Moore discloses a wireless telephone system 
where a digital signal processor (DSP) 8 digitizes speech input 
from a microphone 8 in order to perform feature analysis upon 
the digitized speech signal (Fig. 4, steps 60, 62, and 63) 

To this point, Gupta also teaches of a wireless telephone 
system where a master and slave DSP digitize speech input from a 
microphone in order to perform feature analysis upon the 
digitized speech signal (Figs. 1, 2-6, col. 1, lines 21-26, and 
col. 2, line 40 - col. 4, line 5). The feature analysis 



Application/Control Number: 10/059,905 Page 17 

Art Unit: 2 64 5 

includes echo cancellation (col. 3, lines 36-38) and speech end 
pointing (col. 3, lines 41-51) . 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
add echo cancellation and speech end-point as taught by the 
wireless telephone system where DSP(s) digitize speech input 
from a microphone using feature analysis as taught by Gupta to 
the wireless telephone system where a DSP digitizes speech input 
from a microphone using feature analysis as disclosed by Moore. 



The suggestion/motivation for doing so would have been to 
increase digitized voice signal accuracy because an echo 
canceller would have "suppress [ed] any feedback occurring either 
due to use of speakerphones or acoustic or electrical echoes" 
(Gupta, col. 3, lines 33-35). In addition, detecting the 
beginning and end of voice activity is voice activity detection. 
Voice activity detection has "particular application 
to. . .cellular telephone systems" (Gupta, col. 1, lines 21-26) 
and therefore to the cellular telephone system of Moore. 
Further, voice activity detection would have increased digitized 
voice signal accuracy and increased performance because "voice 
activity detect [ion] ... is used to detect speech for applications 
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in digital speech interpolation (DSI) and noise suppression" 
(Gupta, col. 1, lines 28-30) such as the noise suppression of 
Moore as discussed above. 



Claim 1 differs substantively claim 11 in that claim 1 is 
recited more broadly than claim 11. Therefore, see the claim 1 
rejection for further details. 

Claim 13 differs substantively from claim 11 in that claim 
13 recites a system that performs functions equivalent to the 
method steps of claim 11. Therefore, see the claim 11 rejection 
for additional details. Further, claim 13 recites named system 
components that read on Fig. 1 of Moore as follows: "a 
microphone" reads on microphone 8; "a processor configured to 
perform front-end voice processing" reads on DSP 7; "a 
communication component configured to send" reads on antenna 9; 
"a communication component configured to receive" reads on 
central platform 5; "a processor configured to complete voice 
processing" reads on voice processing host 35. 

Claim 24 differs substantively from claim 11 in that claim 
24 recites a means that performs functions equivalent to the 
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method steps of claim 11. Therefore, see the claim 11 for 
further details. 

With respect to claims 2, 14, and 25 , see Fig. 1, wireless 
network 3. 

With respect to claims 4 ,6, 16, 18, 27, and 29 , see the 
claim 11 rejection above for further details. 

With respect to claim 23 , see Fig. 2, voice processing host 

35. 

With respect to claim 19 , the handset comprises a DSP in 
the form of a RISC based, processor chip (col. 4, lines 63-65). 
A RISC based, processor chip is a "module" that can at the least 
be forcibly "removed" from the handset. Plural DSPs were added 
by Gupta as discussed in the claim 11 rejection above. 



With respect to claim 20 , the RISC based, processor chip is 
a "processing" module that performs the sampling discussed in 
the claim 11 rejection. See also col. 6, lines 30-40. 
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With respect to claim 22 , the RISC based, processor chip 
(module) also performs phone adapter functions (e.g., voice to 
digital conversion) and wireless network communication 
functions . 



Claims 3, 15, and 26 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Moore in view of Gupta as applied to 
claims 1, 13, and 24 above, and further in view of Reed. See 
the claims 3, 15, and 26 "Jacobs in view of Reed" rejection 
above for further details because the reasons for adding Reed to 
mobile telephone system of Jacobs would have also applied to the 
mobile telephone system of Moore as well. 

Claims 7-9 and 30-32 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Jacobs as applied to claims 1 and 2 4 
above, and further in view of Kennedy. See the claims 7-9 and 
30-32 "Jacobs in view of Reed" rejection above for further 
details because the reasons for adding Reed to mobile telephone 
system of Jacobs would have also applied to the mobile telephone 
system of Moore as well. 
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Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier 
communications from the examiner should be directed to Roland 
Foster whose telephone number is (703) 305-1491. The examiner 
can normally be reached on Monday through Friday from 9:00 a.m. 
to 5:30 p.m. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are 
unsuccessful, the examiner's supervisor, Fan S. Tsang, can be 
reached on (703) 305-4895. The fax phone number for this group 
is (703) 872-9314. 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status 
of this application or proceeding should be directed to customer 
service whose telephone number is 
(703) 306-0377. 




November 15, 2003 



